—_ DOCUNENT RESUME ?

2

. ED 118/ 988 ' : ‘ . CE 006 571
_ AUTHOR . Wilms, Wellford W. - . = - - !
TITLE Proteéting the Voc_Ed Consumer. |
NOTE |, ¢ 17p. l ‘ S i
“ED2S PRICE- *MF-$0.83 |HC-$1.67 Plus Postage |
DESCRIPTORS ,Academic Standards; Adult Edgcdtipn; Adult Students;

i*Consumeg Protection; Correspopdeﬁce Schools; T
lEducationally Disadvantaged; *Educational Programs;
Tducatiomal Responsibility; Females; Minority Groups;
0c¢upati6nal Aspiration;® Post Secondary Education;
*program |Effectiveness; Program Tvaluation;
l#proprietary Schools; Public Schools; *Vocational
' Education : !

AN

!

ABSTRACT

. o E
= . To test fhe differences in effect of postsecondary
vocational training offered by _public schools and by proprietary .
schools, a study based op a sample’of 4,8000 students and graduates

in the accounting,,progpéming, electronic technician training, dental
assisting, secretarial, énd cosmetology occupations was designed.

Zven though vocational students are generally the Jeast advantaged
studeﬁts in postsecondary education, the study determined that -~
proprietary students werg the least advantaged of these. Since '
proprietary schools offer narrowly-targeted, no-frills training.in
short; intensive, but fléxible programs, they are frequently more -
attractive than comparable programs in the Publie¢ 'schools. The study
concluded that students from either type of program were liable to

have their ¢mployment aspiratiohs frustrated unless t¥2y chose to

vork at_the {lower levels of the occupational hierarchy. Hence many

. schools are.{not living up jo their explicit or implicit promises of

upvard mobhility through self-help. Recommendations for protecting
vocational gducatign consumers include: access to reliable
information on vocational programs, government standards regarding
program effectiveness, truth-in-advertising requirements, audits by
government-appointediagencies, equal pay for equal work for women and
minorities, coordinated experimentation on ways to best use all
occupational training resources, and self-evaluation of program
objectives. (JR) ' ‘
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Across the country, state lTegislatures are leveling off

- £

and federal aid is shifting from schools to students. College-

going rates have dropped, and with the birthrates at an all-time

Tow, the tong-term prospects for schools and co]]egbs Took no

better. These rea]ities: coupled with the recession that is

upon us, promise that:
) - -
H A3

-* Institutions will scramble even more for the shrinking
resourées. Institutions' claims about their value to

students and scciety will escalate and competition between

4

public and private schools will grow, stronger. \

e - . Legiglatﬁres and other policymaking (and ﬁudgetmaking) .

¢ v

bodies will-lcok for effective programs. They will also

search for programs that can do the job with the least
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I, . - The demand for occupational training will continue to

> ] .
) increase. Particularly in recessionary times, many
¢ ¥ . people-grasp at straws--and vocational training is a, 3

» - - .
-

. tempting straw, especially when there is an implied

. promise of employment at tné end of the schooling.

.The public comnitnenc to vocational education is huoe.

9 As of 1970 over one million studencs were in pub11c posLSecondary -
programs Last year the federa] gove nment spent almost one half
< billion do]]ars on occupat1ona1 training. ©€n the average, the states

multiply that expenditure by'five%\gg?the total pu51ic investment in
v .

W,

vocational training runs around $2.5 billion per year.

.
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Th1s is only part of the story .Rroprietery'schoo1s (or
schoo]s inccrporated as prof1tnak1ng enterprises) are equally big
business. “At last count, about: 10 000 propr1etary vocational schoo]s

- u,““

enrolled over three million students annua]]y and produced gross
annual revenues of at least 55.5 bi 1ion, on which they pard substan- . |
tial persona1 and corporate taxes. The 10,000 schoo1s are mede up\of
— about-one-~ ~third "beauty" or cosmetology- schools; one-th1rd trade '
= _and technical schoo]s, and. one- th1rd business plus the: correspondence

schools. Although correspondence schoo]s represent less than 1 000

of the schools, they enroll two-thirds of the students and produce,

over one half of the.industry"s income. Proprietary schools have been,

~




*are now eligible to. purticipate ih'a variety. of federal student-aid

—country, we know incredibly 1ittle about what differences either kind

“of school makes it peoples’ 1ives.' Most.-studies of junior and commun- -

.answenusomeﬂﬁundamenta4~qUestions4about—the*effeé%1xese;s of vocat1ona1

Fum =

képt- at arm's length by traditional educators,-apparently because
they are primarily interested in the bottom Tine of the income state-

ment. MNevertheless, the proprietaries have a foot in the door. They

programs . The Higher Education Act of 1972 also specified their in-

clusion on the 17202 ConmxssTbns,“ and various laws provide for sub-

hY
contracting between public -and proprietary schools.
. . ‘

Despite the large commitment to. vocational education in this.

N

ity colleges never raise that essential question--let alone answer it--
and because proprietaries were just "discovered,"” reséarch on them is
f - R
almost nonexistent. . .
Because of the paucity of information on the effectiveness

of postsecondary vocational training, aanbecause of the importance of

the jssue, the National Inst1tute of Educat1on awarded us a grant to

training. YWe designed the study to see if there were S s&gmgtic differénces
in the kinds of students that went fO‘pub1ic or proprietary schools (exclud-
ing correspondence schoo]s) More 1mportant we wanted to know 1f one

group was more successful in’ the 1ab01 market than the other. We did

not intend to generalize to all. schools in the country. Rather




. A .
we constructed the sample to.see if any differences held across
d%verse kinds of public and prqpriefary schools, geographic regions,
and occupa%ﬁons.in a random sample of 50 schodls in the Standard
Me5r0p01itaﬁ Statistical Areas of San Francisco, Chicago, and Boston,
and Miami that covered six occupations: 'accountiné,:programmfng; -
) e]ectroniQ iechnician trajning, dental assi;ting, secretarial, and cosmeto-
;;; Togy. From these schools we drew samp]és gf.4,800 students and ’

graduates.

v .
*
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§S Genera]]y, students who attend both, pub11c and proprietary

vocational schools are the Teast-advantaged students in the post-

secondary "system." Yet our study showed a still further d1st1nc—
tion: proprietary students argﬁthe least ad?antaéés‘of tée 1egst
“advantaged. Proprietary students were more like1y high school
dropouts or graduates of the low-status general or vocational .
progranéﬁ Also, ‘propr1etary students were moré 11ke1y from an
ethnic minority group and their verbal skills lagged beh1nd their

~public school -counterparts. Interestingly, we found no "di fferences

- in motivation between the public and proprietary students, which
” dispels the old myth that proprietary students are more highly

- - motivated.

But why, if public schools were designed to serve the

least-advantaged students, weren't they reaching them? It seemed

) 5 . - ‘ \ . -
4 | | .
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like a paradox-—to f1nd the 1east advantaged students, paying stiff

s y fees for tra1n1ng they cou]d have gotten near]y free nearby.
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- 7 The answer, we think, lies in the differences between the
«  schools. Proprietary schools could be characterized. as "single-

purpose” schools that provide training for spec1f1c occupations. .

On the other hand, pub11c community colleges prov1de a wide var1ety
of programs for many d1fferent k1nds of people. Proprietary pro-

“ grams are not only narrowly tan@eted, they are about half as long
*as phb]ﬁc progra%s on theﬁarerage, because they‘qo not include general

education courses like history and English, and because they are

~  more intensive. On the.average, proprietary students spend about
] twice as much time in the classroom as public students. Also, pro-
prietary programs are more f]exih}e—-they start more times each year ..

. and classes are more often scheduled at..odd hours.

_ Rroprietary»schoo1s~are frequently small and operate‘without
frills. In our study, the average proprietary school enrollment was
290 .compared with the.enormous average public school size of’ 7,800.
,;s' Fina]]y, proprietary teachers‘ﬁere paid on the average $6,800 per

year--about 65 percent of what pub11c teachers earn. Proprietary
_teachers also worked 1onger hours than their public counterparts

They spend an average of 27 hours each week 1in classdcompared with
4 i ro ’ :
K , . B & ‘ CL
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flexible courses To surv1ve in the face of rompet1t1on from the

Y
2 . . . A”'.)

‘public teachers' 18 hours in class. So, when we compute instructional

cests, the-propr1etary schoo1 costs are 36 percent less than public
school costs. Proprietary schoo]s, then, driven by the prof1t mot1ve,
offer narrowly-targeted, no- fr1l1s training in short, 1ntens1ve but
public schools, they act1ve1y, and sometimes, decept1VeJy, advertise
thelr programs. Many sfngents they areach are already marked as aca-
demic failures and theV prqhab1y feel more coffortable in-a “noncollegi-

\

ate" setting. i ) .
Through the good work of the University ot Chicago‘s National ) w’*‘

Opinion Research Center (NORC) ,. we were able to reach 85 percent of a]]

graduates in the six occupational programs from the 1970-71, 1972-73

school years. NORC's personal and telephone interviews with each of the

2,270 graduates from our selected private and public schools reVee]ed

S ____that there were little .or no.differences between_the_occupational Success S

- of public and proprﬁetary qradugtes. However, we did find that:

n~

- Only tvio out of ten graduatés from both pub11c and proprie- -
-tary schools who tra1ned for professional or technical-level

jobs ever got them. ‘Most became c]erhs or took low-paying, -

unrelated jobs.




-

- Almost eight out of ten publjc aﬁd proprietary graduates
—_— from the Tower-level clerical or service worker programs
got the JObS they trained for, but with the except1on of

secretar1es, barely earned the federal minimum wage’
. Y

- " Neither kind of school fully compensated for less-advantaged
students' backgrounds. Womgn always earned less than

men, and in all but one case, ethnic minorities earned f

less than whites in the same jobs.

7
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- Proprietary graduates were gepera11y less sapisried
with their training than their public counterparts,
apparently because proprietary graduates paid 20 times

_more for their trainipg. Pubaic school graduates” .

out- of/pocket costs were much less because the1r schooling

~

as 1arge1y subs1d1zed by taxes

R

From our data we c§ clude that th1s 1atest evolut1on 1r '

.
/s
/
/

.inequalities more than overcomes them. Consider:

P - 45 percent of ur sample clearly expressed the desire

to achieve a‘pr fessional or technical-level job by
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enrolling foy training as accounts, programmers, Or

electronic” technicians, but only 16 percent reached

thg;/dba]. -

<

t

s
~

- Only 19 percent of the'sample wanted to become clerical -
. Morkers but twice that many, 38 percent of the sample,
got clerical jobs.' ¥ ‘

-
v -

“ﬂ,,_”:h;___AI_Ihe.anesi;Jeng—of-&he occupatjonal hierarchy in Purv
selected occupations, 37 percent wanted employment as
service workefs,'and 33 percent foqﬁd that employment
after train%ng. J -

@

As we move down in the occupational hierarchy, the fit \ °

: ‘between training and empfoynent improves. A person's background
appedrs to operate indirectly on ‘his Eé?éé?“th?ﬁd@h‘Tﬁé“kﬁﬁﬁ”ﬁf‘
schooling he or she chooses. Those wii; thé mdét resources choose
fqur-yéar universitj;s and ggt ﬁiéher-status jbbs. Those with the.

"least resources choose two-year or shorter occubatioha] prog?ams jn
public or proprietany schools and det Tow-status jobs.— - N

4

. We found no-evidence that‘training o%fered by these public
e P

and préprietary schools necessarily lacked.quality. We think these
graduates ' fared ‘poorly in the labor market because access to higher-‘

. * - ’
* * R
e ¢ * .
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paying, higher-status occupations 1is determined more by years of
*, schooling %han by technical ability. VYet, those 1onger“(four year) o

A
. ' o

“ programs are generally awai]ahﬁe only to those who are relatively

’advantaged already. - \

ve

e do not know what would nave happened to vocational
* \
graduates if they had had no tra1n1ng, but these data. show c]ear]y

\
that many schools are not 11v1ng up to the1r exp11c1t or 1mp11c1t
‘promise of upward mob111ty through self he]p These findings do

not app]y to every school in the .country. Some public and proprietary

s

schools undoubted]y do dgliver what they prom1se——and others do not.
But because the f1nd1ngs, from a "carefully designed samp]e were SO

cons1stent1y negat1ve,_the subJect warranks 1nnmd1ate attent1on from f

' 2

responsible state -and. federa] 1eg*slators, educational. author1t1es

- ey
s

and parents and prospective students.
~ . ’ t ¢
2 ot e / - o

We redlize that getting an education, whether opcupationa] 'ggﬁgg 3

¥

or academic, is a risky business. Few of us end up just where we

4 R

thought we were go1ng when we started out. But consumers of post- .

secondary vocational tra.n1ng deserve spec1a1 attention because they

are genera]]y the 1east advantaged and most vulnerable students in

*

the system. To them, a comm1tment of time and money usua]ly represents

T 10
9

3
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) form, address the question of how to get 1mportanf racts to potent1a1

1
’
o .

2 once-in-a-lifetime effort toahreak out of their place at the Tow

*

End of the economic Jadder., History and cmnnon sense te]] us we i

b ‘v

cannot protect a11 peop]e from mak1ng bad cho1ces We can, however,

-

,make sure that. peop]e have at 1east m1n1ma1 1nformat1on when they

Q@

make dec1s1ons. The fo]]owang recomnendat1ons, offered in outline
con5umers of vocatibna] education. He arg working with a var1ety of
peop]e to ref1ne them so that they w111 hopefu]]y, have an 1m§act

on forthcom1ng federal and state legislation. We welcome all con-

structive -criticism and suggestions. -

>

' Recommendation 1. The federal and state govermments
should take steps to. insure that potential students
Shave acces ss to relidble LnJormatLon on a school's
educatﬂonaL programu That znfbvmatbon should inelude
spectftc employment objectives oj the programs and a
detailed description of how well the programs have
met those objectives in the past. RaguZattons ‘should
apply to private (nonproftt and proprietary) and pubZtc

- --gchools. N

e e ‘ . o

- - B

- - 'x

Our study ShOﬂS that public and prorr1etary schoo]s were
not effectivé “in p]ac1ng graduates in techn1ca1 or profess1ona1—

level ‘jobs. The f1t between tra1n1ng and placement was better -

{
further- down in the Qccupat1ona1 h1erarchy, but, even there, ‘the

»

_,graduates earn1nos were so low we wonder if they wou]d have chosen

those programs know1ng the probab]e sa]ary at the other end: .

“at

.&a

1 , @
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: ) ' Schools must proV1de 1nformat1on that ains exact]y whatu

’ kind of ajob a program is tra1n1ng for. If most Computer program— ‘

.

m1ng graduates get comguter operat1ng "and keypunoh JObS prospect1ve
students have a right to know. Potent1a1 students -also should be

. v e ab]e to f1nd out attr1t1on and p]hcement rates and earn1ngs of v
— ' . “ . ~Q
5 former students before making a decisijon. /

N P - s - ¢ * . . o

R - - ~ ' . R . . R . . ¢ ,

.- . . ) . . ; ¢ o™ /

L . . The Federa] Trade Comm1ss1on has proposed a regu]at1on that

* . wouie requ1re propr1etary schoo]s mak1ng claims about emp]oyment or - &élfﬁ ;
. earn1ngs resu1t1ng from their tra1n1ng to substant1ate those cJa1ms v ’ .
)' T With: p]acemeax;and sa]ary 1nformat1on from its graduates The pro- ) .
P ~ - ~~‘posed regu]at1on moves in the, right direction, but because of the . f.; ¢
v ' . Comn1ss1on S statutory 11m1tations, the regu]at1on coyers on]y ¢ ] r': :
prof1tmak1ng schoo]s We fee1 that singling out propr1etary schoo]s ?: - .

N .

S S for regu]at1on wou]d unfa1r1y d1scr1n1nate agalﬂst\them

] N,
» . . P

o !

o , Recommendatzon #2 The fbderal and state goverﬂments

i should corzider developing standards for voecational . .+ - T
Yprogram efféctzveneso Certzficatzon would -be based . S
: on the schools' ‘ability to pLace graduates in jobs .
. . fbr whigh' they #rained. ‘ o T ‘ o
—~— - \ ) : . : o - Y d .
~‘ . e N . s . .. * \.‘ '/' .‘ . ) ’// .
- ! ' . Product - otandard1zat1on and, cert1f1cat1on-1s.one of the" e
Lo most commar forms of regulation. Although. these standards usua]]y ‘ ~
: f app1y to-safety or qua]lty, théy could a]so descr1be how we]] sphoo1s )
M . \ A : 1 .
) . p]aced graduates 1n jobs “for wh1ch they trained. . | o - e :
- . ’ '“V‘l“ .— . ‘ D 12 . ‘ v . \ - . . S
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Recomzndation #3. The federal govermmeit, siates, and
\ local authorities should insure that all schools, public
and private, adhere to Truta-in-Advertising requirements.

y .
- & ¢ n
| . } !

\\ l ’ ' - - ’t -
Any school that advertises occupational training, even if"

[N \

only in a catalogue, should be required to substantiate their claims
2 § ‘1

qbou§,1abor market conditions and employment opportur.ities; and the

burden of prdof’for,subétantiatjng claims, should rest, with the school.

o eee— - » [

oy A . &

¢
p— - - -
. o -

Truth-in-Advertising requiréménts 5hou1d pay part{cu1ar atten-
tion to the definition of oécupationa1 objectives an@‘exﬁ1gin them
to students. A bockkeeper is not an acgoﬁﬁiaﬁ{; but mqny”ﬁﬁ?dé that

jnapcuréte1y describé‘jobs are used almost interchangeably. h

v

’

. x h [

- - , Recompiendation #4. Rederal and etate governments -should
. S inves't appropriate agencies-with thé pover to audit
] public and private schvols jfosinsune that information .
" outlined in Recommendation #1l is 'given to prospective
e . " students, and that the information is accurate. State
K " . governments should also audit public ‘and private school -
R r " olatms about the walue of traiwing offered. :
) £, ¢ T . ‘ o ) o
o ' ' s L
: H
“Currently, limited authority for regulating vecational post-
L, ) s
«~ secondary schools lies with voluntary accreditation commissions, thegr , o

o

q. ' Eedéfa] Trade Commission,‘the U.S. 0ffice of Education, the Veteran's '

Administrdtion, and a host of offices within state degartménté of

iv

education. New legislation could expand the Federa];lnade»Commi§§ﬁﬁﬁjs
- . .o ‘_ . L 4 e Y - [
" LN - . e T B L

» - . - i X N




authority, but actual enforcement should rest within each state
T where the job is small enough to be ddne effectively and local
citizens can maintain control w1th1n broad federa] gu1de11nes.

}

Authority for .auditing and enforcement should be placed

in state consumer affairs bureaus or othc * agencies already charged
with enforcement and not within departments of education. States
might also charge "1202" comnissions'orinew1y-formed coordinating

. councils with the auditing and enforcement.

~

-

Recommendation #5. The federa?, state, and ZocaZ govern-
ments, and individual schools, should move to insure that
graduates of occupational programs recewe equaZ pay for
equaZ work

-

In all but one case, _ethnic m1nor1t1es\\nd women earned®

Jess than whites-and men.in similar JObS. Schoo]s an »emp1oyers
. S .

v have- an ethical and moraT ob11gat1on to work toware equa] pay., but
i

they may. also .be 1ega11y cu]pab]e when thev actively engage in job—

—— et =

p]acement and referra] acﬁ1v1t1es that are discriminatory. Schools

> ’ should know they may be open for class-action suits for poss1b1e .

violations of Sect1on6,( )—of the Equal Pay Act-of 1963 contained

R ,.-.--"

IS w1th1n the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, Title VII of the C1v11

A
. A
‘Rights Act qof 1972 and the 14th Amendment We recommend that federa]
< ;,; ) ®  and state governments take steps to see that graduates are ‘protected ,
K - according to these laws. ‘ ‘ B

P\ N s
. R - e
—— oy - .
’ ’ ’ ) '1 ti
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We realize that if schools are forced to,divulge informa-
{ -tion about placement rates and earnings of graddétes, some would ‘
\' seek out only. students that have the best chance of finding better -«
jobs (white males) which would put women and ethpic minorities at
a further d%;advantage; To avert this possibility, the federal

government should consider incentive plans that would allow cash

payments to schools demonstrating they have equalized salaries
between men and women, and between whites and ethnic minorities.
k3 l »

' Recommendation #6. Federal, state, and ocaZ govern~

—— .ments should encourage.experimentation on ways to best ' T
use all institutional resources for postsecondary, occu- ’ ’
. pational training. Lo i ‘ -
' .'< - . ¢ X > a -
] \ - * . "“:? T w f ¥ )
. o . ' = ! > :
- There is little ccordination among the 10,000 proprietary .- . , ,
. '

schools, more than 2,000 pub11c communi.ty college and techn1ca1 schoo]s,

and many: pr1vate nonprofit schools that all offer occupat1ona] tra1n-

.
j§§\ e+ e
»

: ing. Rarely do they meet except when competing for the same shr1nk1ng
Rl n T ’ 7~
- resources. ‘ . A
! S - ‘ - - e,
: . - ) He recommend that each ]eve] of government try to answer the : ,/ _

‘quest1on-—wh1ch kind of schoo] does wh1%h JObS best?--with the aim at
finding out 'how to use each kind of school most effectively. Pubtic,
, . schools might be most effective with ]onger programs (altiough most

could be shortenad) that requiri a large capital investment. Proprietary

-~ -

\ . ¥ . “

+
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schools might do better with Jow-capital, short-term programs-with

fast turnovers that yield a quick return on investment.

Some public scheols ‘have already explored cooperating with

propr1etary schools through subcontract1ng The public school offers

general education and reta1ns ‘the ultimate r1ght of student cert1f1-

cation, but subcontracts w1th local proprietary schools for. skill ;u.

training.
7 .7

I8 . . » 2
h,

~

Recommendbtzon #7. " Public and propriedaly gchoots should
evaluate the obaectzves of their own programs and determine .
how well they are meeting them.

Y o~
o~ -

l e
- This recommendation, which has no teeth 1in it, is based on'
the, assumpt1on that schoo]s would 11ke to do a better job of training
students sfor emp]oyment “than. they--now do- Emp]oyers “do need trained

(3

emp]oyees for jobs, and schools are the 1og1ca1 p]acg for some “kinds.

-

of training. With better p]ann1ng and coord1nat1on&f;more peop]e could

A" *-
\ SSTININ o “‘g}

be sgijsfied all around. . g

-

Each school should clearly def1ne the emp]qyment ob3ect1ves

of each of its occupat1ona1 programs. and then ask these bas1c quest1ons

-

- Are the programs:' goals rga]istjc?

1 6 ’ ' ' ' ¥
.; ) ]5 ' . St :

- Is there a job' market for graduates? . R
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o

- Are graduates getting a fair return on their investment

- »
- * - LS

‘ - of time and money? :

(Y

3

.
-ty
KE)

Only after thorough self-analysis should a?thof%ties in _
public and private schools say with conviction that theré is a value -
added by the trainfng offered. If graduéﬁes could get the same jobs

wjthth the training, schools .should revamp their offerings.
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